
Before t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D. C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- May 1 8 ,  1966 

Appeal No. 8718 A. Goldberg, a p p e l l a n t  

The Zoning Adminis t ra tor  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appel lee .  

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously c a r r i e d ,  
t h e  fol lowing Order of t h e  Board was en tered  a t  t h e  meeting on 
May 31, 1966. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER -- J u l y  20, 1966 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal  f o r  a  var iance  from t h e  use  provis ions  of t h e  
R-4 D i s t r i c t  t o  permit  an  uphols te ry  shop i n  l i e u  of nonconforming 
hand laundry a t  601 N S t r e e t ,  NW., l o t  1, square 447, be denied. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

(1) Appel lan t ' s  proper ty  is  loca ted  i n  an R-4 D i s t r i c t  

( 2 )  The l o t  is  improved wi th  a  t h r e e  s t o r y  bu i ld ing ,  t h e  
two upper f l o o r s  being used a s  apartments.  

(3) Appellant proposes t o  use  t h e  f i r s t  f l o o r  a s  an uphols te ry  
shop. 

(4)  The s u b j e c t  premises have been used f o r  va r ious  purposes -- 
drug s t o r e ,  c a f e ,  n i g h t  c lub ,  f u r n i t u r e  s t o r e ,  d e l i c a t e s s e n ,  and 
hand laundry -- s i n c e  1921. The l a s t  use was a  hand laundry with 
less than f i v e  employees, which vacated t h e  premises approximately 
f o u r  months p r i o r  t o  t h e  hear ing.  

(5) The proposed uphols te ry  shop would have no more than two 
employees, no t rucks .  A t ruck  would be on c a l l  t o  handle any heavy 
f u r n i t u r e .  

(6) The uphols tery shop has  occupied t h e  premises f o r  t h r e e  
months without  an occupancy permit .  

(7) No oppos i t ion  was r e g i s t e r e d  a t  t h e  pub l i c  hear ing.  



OPINION : 

We are of the opinion that appellant has failed to prove a 
hardship within the meaning of the variance clause of the Zoning 
Regulations. It is uncontested that the subject property can be 
used for the zoned purpose. The only evidence presented went to 
establish the existence of previous nonconforming uses. The 
granting of the requested relief would not be consistent with the 
zone plan as embodied in the Zoning Regulations and Map and would 
be detrimental to the public good. 

Even though appellant showed the existence of prior non-resi- 
dential uses at the subject premises, the immediate past use was 
classified as C-1 while the requested use is classified C-2. 
Therefore, the prior use was a more restrictive use than the proposed 
upholstery shop. In addition, there is a question as to whether an 
upholstery shop is a neighborhood facility within the meaning of the 
Zoning Regulations. 


